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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) ?-r6 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Request for Continued Examination 

1 . This action is in response to tine request for continued examination filed July 1 5, 
2010. Claims 1-16 are pending. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Ciaim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

3. Claims 1 -1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Akio et al (JP 2002194167 machine translation). 

Akio discloses a film comprising 95% by weight of at least one block copolymer, 
which comprises acrylic monomers along with a polyfunctional inorganic radical 
comprising potassium, which has a molar mass of 39.1 (abstract, paragraph 0040, claim 
1 ). 0 to 5% by weight of at least one polymer A is interpreted as having 0% by weight of 
polymer A. Although Akio does not explicitly show the structure of core (I), because the 
reference discloses a film comprising a similar inorganic radical with molar mass of 
greater than 14, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for the 
core(l) to have a structure similar to the la or lb, absent any evidence to the contrary, as 
in claims 1 and 8-10. The phrase, "thermoformed film" introduces a process limitation to 
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the product claim. For purposes of examination, product-by-process claims are not 
limited to the manipulation of the recited steps, only the structure implied by the steps. 
See MPEP 21 1 3. In the present case, the recited steps imply a structure having a 
single layer film. The reference suggests such a product because Akio discloses a 
single sheet film." In claim 1 , the newly added phrase, "wherein polymer A and polymer 
block A have the same composition" does not further limit the claim, as 0 to 5% by 
weight of at least one polymer A is interpreted as having 0% by weight of polymer A. 

Concerning claim 2, the instant claims only require an organic or inorganic 
radical with a molar mass of greater than or equal to 14, where for examination 
purposes the examiner has selected the inorganic radical, which renders the organic 
radical as not being required by instant claims 1 and 9-10. 

Concerning claim 3, Akio discloses the film comprises zinc (paragraph 0073) 
which functions as a polyfunctional inorganic radical. 

Concerning claim 4, the phrase, "obtained according to the controlled 
polymerization process consisting of the polymerization... and recovery of the copolymer 
formed" introduces a process limitation to the product claim. Tor purposes of 
examination, product-by-process claims are not limited to the manipulation of the recited 
steps, only the structure implied by the steps. See MPEP 21 13. In the present case, 
the recited steps imply a film structure starting from a composition having from 95- 
1 00% by weight of at least one block copolymer corresponding to the formula (A)m-(B)n- 
I. The reference suggests such a product because Akio discloses a film comprising 
95% by weight of at least one block copolymer, which comprises acrylic monomers 
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along with a polyfunctional inorganic radical comprising potassium, which has a molar 
mass of 39.1 (abstract, paragraph 0040, claim 1). 0 to 5% by weight of at least one 
polymer A is interpreted as having 0% by weight of polymer A. 

Concerning claims 5-6, because alkoxyamine and the control agent are only 
required for the method of making the film, these materials are not required in the actual 
product of the claimed invention. 

Concerning claim 7, the film comprises alkyi acrylates with an alkyi chain 
comprising butyl acrylate (which has at least two carbon atoms) (paragraph 0009). 

Concerning claims 11-12, because the film of Akio comprises a similar material 
for the B block and is used in a film, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art for the B block to exhibit a Tg of less than 0°C and to exhibit elastomeric 
domains, where obtaining the claimed value of a size of less than 50nm would have 
been obvious based on optimization through routine experimentation to function 
properly in the film. 

Concerning claim 13, the film has a thickness of about 1-300 micrometers 
(paragraph 0071). 

Concerning claim 14, because the film of Akio comprises similar materials with a 
similar purpose, it is inherent for the film to have a modulus of elasticity, a haze and an 
elongation at break, where obtaining the claimed values would have been based on 
optimization through routine experimentation to function properly in the film. 

Concerning claim 15, the film additionally comprises paints and pigments such as 
titanium oxide (paragraph 0073). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

4. Claims 1 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Akio et 
a! (JP 2002194167 machine translation) in view of Kim (U.S. 6,689,441). 

Akio is taken as above. Akio does not disclose a multilayer composition as in 
amended claim 16. Kim teaches a thermoplastic film(BI) adhered to a polyvinyl chloride 
or polypropylene base layer (A) (column 2, lines 31-40; column 3, lines 19-26; column 4, 
lines 13-22 and Figure 2a). Akio and Kim are combinable because they are related to a 
similar technical field, which is thermoplastic articles. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have substituted the thermoplastic film, as 
taught in Akio, for the thermoplastic film of Kim to achieve the predictable result of 
improving the strength and durability of the thermoplastic film. Additionally, Kim shows it 
is known in the art to have polyvinyl chloride or polypropylene films laminated to 
thermoplastic film layers. 



Response to Arguments 



5. Applicants arguments of the rejection made under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akio et al (JP 2002194167 machine translation) has been considered 
but is unpersuasive. Applicant argues alkoxyamines are not taught or suggested by the 
cited art. Examiner notes instant claims 1-3 do not require alkoxyamine. Additionally, 
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although Akio does not explicitly show the structure of core (I), because the reference 
discloses a film comprising a similar inorganic radical with molar mass of greater than 
14, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for the core(l) to have a 
structure similar to the la or lb, absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant argues 
the film of Akio is not similar to the film of the instantly claimed invention because they 
are made using different processes. The patentability of a product does not depend on 
its method of production. In the present case, the recited steps imply a structure having 
a single layer film with at least one block copolymer. The reference suggests such a 
product because Akio discloses a single sheet film comprising 95% by weight of at least 
one block copolymer. Concerning claim 2, Applicant argues choosing Z as an inorganic 
group does not make organic core group any less organic. In claim 1 , Applicant 
discloses Z denotes an organic or inorganic radical with a molar mass of greater than or 
equal to 14. Concerning claim 4, Applicant argues although product by process claims 
are only limited by the structure, the structure comes from the alkoxyamine. 
Examiner maintains that because alkoxyamine is only required for the method of 
making the film, it is not required in the actual product of the claimed invention. 

Applicants arguments of the rejection made under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akio et al (JP 20021 941 67 machine translation) in view of Kim (U.S. 
6,689,441) has been considered but is unpersuasive. Applicant argues Kim does not 
cure the defects of Akio. Because Akio has been maintained for reasons of record, Akio 
in view of Kim has also been maintained for reasons of record. 
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Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner sliould be directed to Lawrence Ferguson wliose teleplione number is 571 - 
272-1522. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 9:00 AM 
-5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Sample, can be reached on 571-272-1376. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Lawrence Ferguson/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1 783 



/David R. Sample/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1 783 



